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July 11, 2008

Mr. Merrell Jolley, PE
UDOT, Region 3

658 North 1500 West
Orem, UT 84057

RE: 1-15, Utah County — Salt Lake County Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) Comments

Dear Merrell:

This letter addresses concerns that we have with the Final Environmental Impact Statement and Section 4(f)
Evaluation for the I-15 Corridor, Utah County — Salt Lake County project dated June 2008 (here after referred to
as FEIS). Before doing that, we desire to express appreciation for your efforts and the efforts of the other
transportation officials from UDOT and your consultants. You have been and continue to be helpful and
thoughtful in working towards positive solutions for our concerns. We are thankful for UDOT’s on-going
efforts in keeping the City and our citizens informed and addressing their concerns.

Orem City respectfully submits the following concerns with the FEIS document:

L.

Orem City requests UDOT review the Cities DEIS documented concems from January 2008
(Attachment A — Mayor Washburn letter). The only thing that has changed is that we support UDOT’s
decision for Option “D” verses Option “A”. Appendix “D” of the FEIS does not include responses to
all of the concerns expressed in Mayor Washburn’s letter.

Several of the I-15 crossings are inconsistent with Orem City’s adopted Resolution R-07-0023 (see
Attachment A of Attachment A - Mayor Washburn letter). We appreciate the comments in the
Appendix on page D-20, and D-21 that, “all proposed crossings will be coordinated with Orem City to
ensure that structures can accommodate roadway widths as adopted by the Orem City Council”. In the
main body of the FEIS the concept designs do not show bridge structures wide enough to accommodate
our Transportation Master Plan. We request that UDOT indicate in the main body of the document that
all I-15 bridge structures need to be wide enough to accommodate adopted right-of-way widths in
Orem over/under I-15, including:

1600 North (Vol II, Section: Central Utah County (Common Area), Sheet: HWY-058)
1200 North (Vol II, Section: Central Utah County (Common Area), Sheet: HWY-057)
800 North (Vol II, Section: Central Utah County (Common Area), Sheet: HWY-056)
400 North (Vol IL, Section: Central Utah County (Common Area), Sheet: HWY-055)
Center Street (Vol II, Section: Central Utah County (Common Area), Sheet: HWY-054)
400 South (Vol II, Section: Central Utah County (Common Area), Sheet: HWY-053D)
University Parkway (Vol I1, Section: Option D, Sheet: HWY-051D, HWY-051.1D), and
2000 South (Vol II, Section: Option D, Sheet: HWY-049D)
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UDOT held a 1200 West Center Street Neighborhood meeting on March 18, 2008, where the southeast
quadrant neighborhood expressed that they did not want a connection to the new 1200 West alignment.
Staff expressed concerns that this proposal for no connection from 45 South and 80 South to 1200 West
was not acceptable. The existing grade of 40 South connecting to 1000 West is very steep and already
difficult to maneuver in winter conditions and not providing a connection to 1200 West creates long
(over 1,000 feet) dead-end roadway(s) that are not compliant with Orem City Code or International Fire
Codes (see Attachment B).

New Development areas north of 800 North near I-15 have projected the need for future dual left-turn
lanes at 1200 West. Staff has provided copies of the CAD file illustrating the proposed intersection
widening to UDOT, but the proposed design in Volume II, Central Utah County (Common Area),
Sheet HWY-056.1 appears to be too narrow to accommodate the eastbound dual lefi-tun lanes
(Attachment C).

Orem City has received several concerns from residents and business owners along Sandhill Road that
there are no sound walls shown in the document for the area from 2000 South to University Parkway
(Attachment D). We suggest that further studies be conducted in this area, and that the study area
include mitigating noise impacts to our City Park. Orem City reiterates our desire and support for full
sound walls along I-15 to mitigate impacts to throughout the entire City.

We have concems over the dramatic change in the illustrated design of the Option D Flyover at
University Parkway between the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) with three travel lanes
in each direction east of I-15 (Attachment E) that in the FEIS has been re-designed to two eastbound
travel lanes before picking up the Flyover as the third lane east of Sandhill Road (Attachment F).

We also have concems over the dramatic changes in the street volumes and level of service conditions
in Tables 2.6, 2.7 and 2.8 between the DEIS (Attachment G) and FEIS (Attachment H) documents.

Thank you for supporting our comments in regard to this I-15 FEIS. City staff appreciates the opportunity to
work with UDOT and FHWA on this I-15 reconstruction project. We fully understand that this project is a
huge undertaking for all agencies involved, and the anticipated benefits of reconstructing I-15 will have many
significant and positive impacts for Orem City and our residents.

Sincerely,

Transportation Engineer

Attachments
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January 10, 2008

Mr. Carlos Machado, MBA
Federal Highway Administration
2520 West 4700 South, Suite 9A
Salt Lake City, UT 84118

Mr. Merrell Jolley, PE

Utah Department of Transportation
658 North 1500 West

Orem, UT 84057

RE: I-15 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) Comments

Dear Carlos and Merrell:

Orem City respectfully submits the following comments for the Utah Department of Transportation
(UDOT) I-15 DEIS. Our City staff presented the following comments below to our City Council on
January 8, 2008, with the session opened for public comment, and received unanimous approval by all
Council members. Our City staff has prepared an additional detailed letter (attached) that explains our
concerns below in greater detail.

i

Many of the I-15 over/under street crossings may not be wide enough to accommodate Orem
City’s desired future right-of-way widths as adopted by our City Council.

We would like to explore an overpass versus an underpass option with the proposed 1200
North roadway crossing.

We support full sound walls along the I-15 corridor AND the frontage roads.

We support Alternative 4, Option A (800 South Interchangc and Frontage Road System).

However, we would like a slip ramp to UVSC crossing under University Parkway connecting
to the southern end of the campus drive.

The new 800 South Interchange alignment west of I-15 needs to be shifted further north in
order to provide additional parking stalls for the proposed Intermodal Center.

We request that UDOT provide a relocated railroad crossing for access to the properties along
800 South between the railroad tracks and the west side of I-15 comridor. We would like the
relocated crossing to connect at the northern portion of the proposed Intermodal Center site.

56 NORTH STATE STREET OREM, UTAH 84057  (801) 229-7035 FAX (801) 229-7031
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January 10, 2008

Mr. Carlos Machado, MBA &
Mr. Merrell Jolley, PE

Page 2

7. We have concerns about the skewed angle of the proposed 1200 West realignment at Center
Street, the new residential street connections south of Center Street on 1200 West, and the
alignment of Center Street west of I-15. We would like to explore a more southern alignment
shift of Center Street west of I-15 so the northern properties, including but not limited to 231,
156 and 108, are less impacted by the reconstruction of the interchange.

8. We have concerns about the 2000 South connections with the proposed frontage road system:
being too close to the two existing at-grade railroad crossings west of I-15. We would like to

explore grade separated railroad crossing options with UDOT.

9. We would like UDOT to reconsider the location of the frontage road access point on Sandhill
Road by possibly moving it further to the north.

10. Please clarify the future 2030 traffic volumes for Alternative 1 (No-Build) and Alternative 4,
Options A, B, C, and D that are presented in Chapter 2, Sections 2.4 and 2.5. It also appears
that future 2030 traffic volumes for Sandhill Road are missing from the report. Please provide
future 2030 Alternative 1 (No-Build) and Alternative 4, Options A, B, C and D traffic
volumes for Sandhill Road from 1740 North to University Parkway.

Please accept these comments into your I-15 DEIS. Orem City appreciates the opportunity to provide
input towards this I-15 reconstruction project. We fully understand that this project is a huge
undertaking for all agencies involved and the benefits of reconstructing I-15 will be of great
significance for Orem City residents.

Sincerely,

Jerry C. Washbumn
Mayor
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January 10, 2008

Jim Reams, City Manager
City of Orem

RE: 1-15, Utah County — Salt Lake County Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) Comments
Dear Jim:

This letter addresses some specific concerns Orem Staff have with the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement and Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation for the I-15 Corridor, Utah County — Salt Lake County
project dated November 2007 (here after referred to as DEIS). Before doing that, we desire to express
several things:

We appreciate the efforts of Merrell Jolley, PE, and the other transportation officials from UDOT and
their consultants. They have been very helpful, positive and thoughtful about our concerns and
recommendations. We appreciate the efforts of Nick Jones, PE, and his staff at Provo City. We have
had differences of opinion in the past about 1-15 and city street functions adjacent to I-15, but were
able to find common ground and present recommendations to UDOT which we felt were in the best
overall interests of neighbors in both cities. We express our appreciation to the Orem and Provo City
Councils for their desires to be educated about I-15 issues and unite their efforts in city adopted
resolutions as messages to UDOT. Finally, we express thanks to the many concerned property
owners/citizens we have been able to work with concerning this project. We look forward, with a
positive outlook, to the on-going effort to keep our citizens involved as we work with UDOT on the
final design and construction issues of I-15.

The current proposed DEIS represents a process that began about five years ago. Millions of dollars
and thousands of man hours have been spent to get to this point in time since UDOT completed the
Concept 1-15 Corridor Plan study that was performed by Carter & Burgess in 2002. City staff has
been actively involved in every step of the process and recommends City Council accept this DEIS
with the following comments:

1. It appears 2000 South, at the connection with the Frontage Road System (Volume 11, Option
A, Sheet: HWY-049A) does not meet Orem City’s desired 5-lane right-of-way width
consistent with Orem City’s Resolution R-07-0023 (Attachment A).  Other 1-15 street
crossings also appear not to be wide enough to accommodate desired right-of-way widths.
City staff requests UDOT work closely with us to ensure all 1-15 bridge structures are wide
enough to accommodate adopted future right-of-way widths for street crossings over/under I-
15, including:

56 North State Street Orem, Utah 80457 801.229.7058 Fax: 801.229.7191 TDD: 801.229.7058
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1600 North (Vol |1, Section: Central Utah County (Common Area), Sheet: HWY-058)
1200 North (Vol 11, Section: Central Utah County (Common Area), Sheet: HWY-057)
800 North (Vol Il, Section: Central Utah County (Common Area), Sheet: HWY-056)
400 North (Vol Il, Section: Central Utah County (Common Area), Sheet: HWY-055)
Center Street (Vol Il, Section: Central Utah County (Common Area), Sheet: HWY-054)
400 South (Vol I, Section: Central Utah County (Common Area), Sheet: HWY-053A)
800 South (Vol Il, Section: Option A, Sheet: HWY-052A)

University Parkway (Vol I, Section: Option A, Sheet: HWY-051A), and

2000 South (Vol I, Section: Option A, Sheet: HWY-049A)

N

We desire the new proposed 1200 North roadway crossing to be an overpass rather than an
underpass as illustrated in Volume 11, Section: Central Utah County (Common Area), Sheet:
HWY-057 (Attachment B).

3. We support full sound walls along 1-15 AND the frontage roads to mitigate noise impacts to
residential areas.

4. We support the full widening and reconstruction of 1-15 in Alternative 4, Option A (Vol II,
Section: Option A), including a two-lane, one-way frontage road system from University
Parkway in Orem to Center Street in Provo. However, we would request Option A to include
a Frontage Road slip ramp to UVSC crossing under University Parkway connecting to the
southern end of the campus drive, similar to Option D illustrated in Volume II, Section:
Option D, Sheet: HWY-051D (Attachment C).

5. We support Option A with the new proposed 800 South Interchange north of the University
Parkway Interchange as illustrated in VVolume |1, Section: Option A, Sheets: HWY-051.3A,
HWY-052A, HWY-052.1A, and HWY-053, but requests UDOT to consider a new preferred
alignment that would shift the new 800 South Interchange roadway on the west side of 1-15
further to the north (Attachment D).

Shifting the new roadway alignment further north will allow for greater signal separation for the
existing traffic signal at 1000 South on Geneva Road and the new proposed traffic signal at the
intersection of Geneva Road and the new 800 South alignment. Greater traffic signal separation
on Geneva Road is extremely desirable, especially with the Geneva Road EIS near completion
and indicating that Geneva Road will need to be reconstructed to a 7-lane arterial in this area.
Shifting the 800 South roadway alignment for the proposed interchange further north will also
allow for larger amounts of the adjacent properties to be redeveloped. The new roadway
alignment in Attachment D will also assist in providing a more feasible connection to the
proposed Intermodal Center and Commuter Rail Station that is being studied near the UVSC
property immediately south of the residential properties bordering 800 South. Presently the Utah
Transit Authority (UTA) is proposing approximately 520 parking stalls for the station, but Orem
City and UTA are in agreement that 1,000 parking stalls would be more desirable. If the 800
South alignment was shifted further north, UTA could provide the additional 500 stalls through
the residential properties, and maintain vacant property for additional redevelopment that would
help vitalize the station and nearby Parkway Crossing projects (Attachment E).

56 North State Street Orem, Utah 80457 801.229.7058 Fax: 801.229.7191 TDD: 801.229.7058 2

54 August 2008



6. We have an existing railroad crossing on 800 South between Geneva Road and the I-15
corridor. In Volume Il, Section: Option A, Sheet: HWY-051.3A (Attachment F), the existing
800 South roadway is proposed to knuckle at 1370 West, just west of the railroad tracks.
However, the property south of the existing 800 South roadway on the east side of the railroad
tracks will not be accessible without an improved railroad crossing. We would suggest
UDOT improve the existing 800 South roadway by realigning the road slightly south and
providing a relocated railroad crossing and connection to the northern parking lot area of the
proposed Intermodal Center. We would also like to work closely with UDOT in designing a
connection that would be feasible in maintaining access to the property south of the existing
800 South roadway between the railroad tracks and the 1-15 corridor.

7. We also have concerns about the skewed angle of the proposed realignment of 1200 West at
Center Street and the new residential street connections south of Center Street on 1200 West.
We would also like UDOT to explore a more southern alignment shift of Center Street west of
I-15 so that the northern properties, including but not limited to 231, 156 and 108, are less
impacted by the reconstruction of the existing Center Street Interchange to the new proposed
Single Point Urban Interchange (SPUI) configuration, as illustrated in VVolume I, Section:
Central Utah County (Common Area), Sheet: HWY-054 (Attachment G). We would like to
work closely with UDOT with this project in designing the new 1200 West alignment and a
new southern alignment of Center Street west of I-15.

8. We have concerns about the 2000 South connections with the p;roposed frontage road system
being too close to the two existing at-grade railroad crossings west of 1-15. We would like to
explore grade separated railroad crossing options with UDOT.

9. We would like UDOT to reconsider the location of the frontage road access point on Sandhill
Road by possibly moving it further to the north, see Volume Il, Section: Option A, Sheets:
HWY-049A and HWY-050A (Attachments H and 1). We have new higher density
developments being approved and constructed along the west side of Sandhill Road just south
of 1600 South that are not illustrated in the DEIS document. Perhaps the frontage road access
point could be placed near 1600 South to lessen impacts to the single family residential areas
further south on Sandhill Road.

10. Please clarify how the future 2030 traffic volumes were calculated for Alternative 1 (No-
Build) and Alternative 4, Options A, B, C, and D, as illustrated in Chapter 2, Sections 2.4 and
2.5. Intuitively, with Sandhill Road becoming disconnected to 1740 North and a new frontage
road interchange being proposed there, we feel that traffic volumes on 2000 South should not
increase between Sandhill Road and Main Street in Alternative 4, Option A, but instead
decrease. Other North/South and East/West traffic volumes presented in Tables 2-6 and 2-7
on pages 2-45 through 2-47 of the document also do not appear to make sense (Attachments J
and K). We also notice that future 2030 traffic volumes for Sandhill Road appear to be
missing from the report entirely. Please provide future 2030 traffic volumes on Sandhill Road
from 1740 North to University Parkway for Alternative 1 (No-Build) and Alternative 4,
Options A, B, C, and D.

56 North State Street Orem, Utah 80457 801.229.7058 Fax: 801.229.7191 TDD: 801.229.7058 3
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Thank you for supporting our comments in regard to this I-15 DEIS. City staff appreciates the
opportunity to work with UDOT and FHWA on this I-15 reconstruction project. We fully understand
that this project is a huge undertaking for all agencies involved, but the anticipated benefits of
reconstructing 1-15 will have many significant and positive impacts for Orem City and our residents.

Sincerely,

K. Ed Gifford, P.E.
City Engineer

Paul R. Goodrich, P.E.
Transportation Engineer

Note: Attachments B through K of this letter have been
removed from this new pdf document. Please advise if
the attachments are needed and Staff will re-send them.

4
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Attachment A

RESOLUTION NO. R-07-0023

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF OREM,
UTAH, ADOPTING A NEW STREET CLASSIFICATION
MAP AS PART OF THE CITY TRANSPORTATION
MASTER PLAN

WHEREAS recorded and projected growth in the City of Orem and in Utah County has created
the need for several transportation improvements in the city which are not identified in the City’s 2001
Street Classification Map or City Transportation Master Plan; and
WHEREAS the City of Orem Transportation Advisory Commission recommends changes to the
Street Classification Map and City Transportation Master Plan as shown on Exhibit “A”, and Exhibit
“B” and,
WHEREAS the primary proposed changes to the Street Classification Map and City
Transportation Master Plan are as follows:
e Define principal arterials as streets that have or are intended to have seven lanes instead of five to
seven lanes.
e Designate that minor arterials that cross I-15 shall have or are intended to have five lanes instead
of three to five lanes.

1600 North from Geneva Road to 1200 West — upgrade from a minor arterial to a principal

arterial.

1200 North from Geneva Road to 1200 West — upgrade from an urban collector to a minor arterial
and identify that 1200 North shall be designed to cross I-15.

e Center Street from Geneva Road to 1200 West — upgrade from a Minor Arterial to a Principal

Arterial.

400 South from Geneva Road to 1200 West — upgrade from an urban collector to a minor arterial.

800 South from Geneva Road to 900 West — upgrade from an urban collector to a minor arterial

and identify that 800 South should cross I-15 at a new interchange point.

2000 South from Geneva Road to Sandhill Road — upgrade from an urban collector to a minor

arterial.
e Add I-15 frontage roads from University Parkway southward into Provo.

Remove the “urban collector to local” street classifications

Page 1 of 2
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e New or improved crossings of I-15 shall be designed with separate pedestrian and bicycle

pathways.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF OREM,

UTAH, as follows:
1. The City of Orem hereby adopts the June 2007 Street Classification Map as detailed in
Exhibit “A” and Exhibit “B” as a part of the City Transportation Master Plan.

2. This resolution will take effect immediately upon passage.

3. All other resolutions, ordinances, and policies in conflict herewith, either in whole or in part,

are hereby repealed.
PASSED and APPROVED this 26" day of June 2007.
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erry (& Washburn, Mayor

ATTEST:

e £ Noaao

Donna R. Weaver, City Recorder

COUNCIL MEMBERS VOTING "AYE" COUNCIL MEMBERS VOTING "NAY"

Margaret Black

Les Campbell

Dean Dickerson

Karen McCandless

Mark Seastrand

Shiree Thurston

Jerry C. Washburn

Page 2 of 2
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Exhibit "A"

June 26, 2007
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Exhibit “B”

Orem Street Nomenclature and

Classification Guidelines

June 26, 2007

Orem Street Nomenclature Changes

2007 Nomenclature 2001 Nomenclature
Interstate Interstate
Principal Arterial Principal Arterial
Minor Arterial Minor Arterial
Urban Collector Urban Collector
Local Local

Orem Street Classification Guidelines

Street Maximum Average | Speed Limit | Asphalt | Right-of-Way
Classification Daily Traffic (ADT) (mph) Width Width
(vehicles per day) (feet) (feet)
Local (2 Lanes) 800 — 3,000 25 34 46
Urban Collector 3,000 — 15,000 2535 34-50 46 — 62
(2-3 Lanes)
. L
Minor Arterial 15,000 — 35,000 3040 5072 76 — 132
(3 — 5 Lanes)
Principal Arterial | 15 454 55000 40— 55 84— 104 88 — 164
(7 Lanes)

* 5 Lanes Crossing I-15
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Donna R. Weaver, City Recorder

COUNCIL MEMBERS VOTING "AYE"
Margaret Black

Les Campbell

Dean Dickerson

Karen McCandless

Mark Seastrand

Shiree Thurston

Jerry C. Washburn
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| (7H1042008) Connie A. Douglas - Pwd: 1200 West Access Page 1

Attachment B

From: Paul R. Goodrich

To: Conniz A, Douglas
Date: 7/10/2008 2:55 PM
Subject: Fwd: 1200 West Access

=== Paul R. Goodrich 03/19/2008 12:03 PM >>>
Merrell,

Ed and I both believe that the neighborhood streets (40 South and 85 South) need to
be connected to 1200 West and 1000 West for the following reasons:

1. The streets currently have connections to Center Street on both ends (currently at
1160 West and 1000 West).

2. Our subdivision ordinance indicates that dead-end / no-outlet type roads should not
be longer than 650 feet (to comply with the International Fire Code). If 85 South and
40 South only connect to 1000 West the length to the end of the no-outlet road would
be well aver 1000 feet.

3. The road grade connecting the streets to 1000 West is very steep and would be
difficult to maneuver in snow and ice conditions.

We would like to explore a possible connection of 40 South and 85 South to 1200 West
on the property you label as #80, because we don't want an off-set intersection
condition on 1200 West and the access should be as far away from the intersection as
possible.

Also, we would like to explore options of how to connect access to the office buildings
on Center Street to 1200 West. They currently have access to Center Street at 1160
West (the street where UDOT proposes to re-align 1200 West). They should continue
to have access to Center Street from this area;however, we would like to explore ways
to not have their access too close to Center Street on 1200 West. Also, we would like
to explore ways of connecting the vacant property north of Center Street to 1200 West.
This property is shown as Commercial on our General Plan, and the raised median and
widening proposed on Center Street may severely restrict it's use without reasonable
access.

Paul R. Goodrich, P.E.
Transportation Engineer
City of Orem

56 Morth State Street
Orem Utah, 84057
(801) 229-7320
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Attachment C

NOTE:

1200 WEST FRONTAGE
ROAD HAS BEEN RE-ALIGNED
AS SHOWN
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Attachment G

[-15 Corridor Utah County to Salt Lake County
Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation

2.4.5 Summary Comparison of Alternatives and Options

Table 2-5 presents a summary of the traffic analysis and comparison described above.

Table 2-5: LOS Summary Comparison

Section Mainline Sections Intersection Components
Total LOSEorF Total LOSEorF
South Utah County
Alternative 1 7 5 14 12
Alternative 4 7 0 14 0
Central Utah County
Common Area Alternative 1 4 4 9 6
Alternative 4 4 1 9 1
Alternative 1 2 2 9 6
Alt 4 Option A 2 0 9 0
Option Area Alt 4 Option B 2 0 9 2
Alt 4 Option C 2 0 9 2
Alt 4 Option D 2 0 9 2
North Utah County
Common Area Alternative 1 5 5 13 11
Alternative 4 5 3 13 1
Alternative 1 N/A N/A 4 3
. Alt 4 Option A N/A N/A 4 1
American Fork Interchange A2 Ogtion B NA N/A 3 1
Alt 4 Option C N/A N/A 3 1
Alternative 1 2 2 8 6
North Lehi Alt 4 w/o Interchange 2 1 8 3
Alt 4 w/ Interchange 2 1 9 0
South Salt Lake County
Alternative 1 2 2 4 1
Alternative 4 2 2 4 1

2.5 Impacts on the Transportation System

The improvements to the I-15 corridor under Alternative 4 would impact the roadway system in Utah and Salt Lake
counties. To assess these impacts, traffic volumes and level of service were analyzed for select north-south and
east-west roadways. The volumes were calculated by applying the daily volume changes forecasted by the
WFRC/MAG travel model to existing roadway volumes. The HCM Arterial Planning methodology was used to
develop a lookup table of daily volumes to approximate roadway level-of-service.

In the Central Utah County section, which includes the frontage road options, the north-south roadways are Geneva
Road, Orem 1200 West, Orem 400 West, Orem Main Street, State Street and University Avenue. The east-west
roadways are Orem Center Street, Orem 200 South, Orem 400 South, Orem 800 South, University Parkway, Provo
1740 North, Provo 820 North and Provo Center. The results of this analysis are summarized in Tables 2-6 and 2-7.

For the other three sections, the north-south-roadways are State Street, Geneva Road, Alpine Highway (SR-74),
Redwood Road, and the proposed Mountain View Corridor. No east-west roadways are included in the analysis for

this section of the corridor. The results of this analysis are summarized in Table 2-8.

7
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[-15 Corridor Utah County to Salt Lake County

Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation

Table 2-6: Volume and LOS on North/South Roadways - Central Utah County

Alternative 1 Alternative 4 Alternative 4 Alternative 4 Alternative 4
Location (No-Build) Option A Option B Option C Option D
vehicles/day | LOS | vehicles/day | LOS | vehicles/day | LOS | vehicles/day | LOS | vehicles/day | LOS
Geneva Road
Orem 1600 N to Orem Center Street 41,000 F 32,000 C 35,000 C 34,000 C 36,000 C
Orem Center St to University Pkwy 33,000 C 21,000 C 29,000 C 23,000 C 30,000 C
University Pkwy to Provo Center St 19,000 C 14,000 C 14,000 C 18,000 C 18,000 C
Orem 1200 West
Orem 1600 N to Orem Center St 11,000 D 9,100 D 9,500 D 9,100 D 9,400 D
Orem Center St to Orem 800 S 16,000 F 8,000 D 13,000 D 8,500 D 14,000 E
Orem 400 West
Orem 800 N to Orem Center St 9,500 D 8,600 D 8,800 D 8,700 D 8,900 D
Orem Center St to Orem 800 S 11,000 D 9,500 D 9,900 D 9,700 D 10,000 D
Orem 800 S to University Parkway 14,000 E 12,000 D 12,000 D 12,000 D 13,000 D
Orem Main Street
Orem 800 S to University Parkway 5,800 C 5,400 C 5,700 C 5,600 C 5,900 C
University Pkwy to Orem 2000 S 10,000 D 13,000 D 14,000 E 10,000 D 10,000 D
Orem 2000 S to Provo 1730 N 6,800 C 14,000 E 14,000 E 6,400 C 6,500 C
State Street
Orem 1600 N to Orem Center St 75,000 F 69,000 F 68,000 F 70,000 F 70,000 F
Orem Center St to Provo Center St 77,000 F 73,000 F 72,000 F 75,000 F 74,000 F
University Avenue
University Pkwy to Provo Center St 62,000 F 59,000 E 59,000 E 60,000 E 61,000 E
Provo Center Stto I-15 53,000 C 51,000 C 51,000 C 53,000 C 53,000 C
2-45 November 8, 2007
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[-15 Corridor Utah County to Salt Lake County
Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation

Table 2-7: Volume and LOS on East/West Roadways - Central Utah County — continued

Alternative 1 >_$3.m:<m 4 >=2:.2_<m 4 Alternative 4 Alternative 4
Location (No-Build) As_swmh%@m wm@ As_sww”“m@ﬂ wm%v Option C Option D
vehicles/day | LOS | vehicles/day | LOS | vehicles/day | LOS | vehicles/day | LOS | vehicles/day | LOS
Orem 2000 South
Geneva Rd to Sandhill Rd 5,000 C 4,700 C 4,300 C 5,500 C 5,500 C
Sandhill Rd to Main St 2,900 C 5,500 C 4,600 C 3,300 C 3,400 C
Main St to Columbia Lane 3,900 C 6,900 C 6,200 C 4,200 C 4,200 C
Provo 1740 North / Grandview
Lane
Sandhill Rd to Columbia Lane 6,400 C 9,600 D 9,300 D 5,600 C 5,600 C
Columbia Lane to State Street 5,300 C 5,300 C 5,300 C 5,500 C 5,600 C
Provo 820 North
Geneva Rd to Independence 14,000 C 17,000 C 17,000 C 13,000 C 13,000 C
Independence to 500 W 14,000 C 19,000 C 19,000 C 14,000 C 14,000 C
500 W to University Ave 26,000 C 28,000 C 28,000 C 26,000 C 26,000 C
Provo Center Street
Geneva Rd to 900 West 34,000 C 33,000 C 33,000 C 37,000 C 37,000 C
900 West to 500 West 43,000 C 41,000 C 41,000 C 42,000 C 42,000 C
500 W to University Ave 18,000 C 19,000 C 18,000 C 18,000 C 18,000 C

2-47
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[-15 Corridor Utah County to Salt Lake County
Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation

Table 2-8: Volume and LOS - South Utah, North Utah and South Salt Lake County Sections

Alternative 1 (No Build) Alternative 4
Roadway Segment : Daily Volumes
(vl:e)ﬁ;ze\gOIerTﬁ; ) LOS (vehicles per day) LOS
P y (change relative to Alternative 1)

State Street

SR 77 to Provo 1860 South 33,000 C 30,000 (-9%) C

US6toSR77 16,000 B 15,000 (-6%) B
State Street

Orem 1600 North to SR 74 62,000 F 50,000 (-19%) C
Geneva Road

0

Orem 1600 North to State Street 36,000 c 31,000 (-14%) C

SR 74
0,

State Street to SR 92 26,000 C 28,000 (8%) C
Redwood Road .

SR 73 to County Line 29,000 C 26,000 (-10%) C
Proposed Mountain View Corridor

0,

SR 73 to County Line 94,000 D 92,000 (-2%) D
Redwood Road .

County Line to Bangerter Highway 23,000 C 19,000 (-17%) C
Proposed Mountain View Corridor .

County Line to 13400 South 125,000 E 121,000 (-3%) E

25.1 Summary of Transportation System Impacts

Several of the north/south roads would have substantial changes in traffic volumes and level-of-service from the
Alternative 4 improvements. These are Geneva Road, Orem Main Street, Orem 1200 West, and Orem 400 West.

Geneva Road: Between Orem Center Street and Orem 1600 North, Geneva Road would see a 12% to 22%
decrease in traffic volumes, which would improve the LOS in all options from F to C. Under Options A and C,
volumes between University Parkway and Orem Center Street would decrease by 30% to 36%. Under Options
B and D, volumes would decrease by only 9% to 12%. In all cases, the LOS would be C. Between Provo
Center Street and University Parkway, volumes under Options A and B would be 14,000 vehicles per day,
suggesting that a contemplated expansion of the roadway to four travel lanes may not be required. Under
Options C and D, the volume would be 18,000 vehicles per day — generally more than two travel lanes could
effectively handle.

Orem 1200 West: Between Orem Center Street and Orem 800 South, 1200 West would see a 50% decrease in
traffic volume under Options A and C (with the Orem 800 South Interchange) and an improved LOS from F to D.
Option B would reduce traffic volume by 19%, which would also improve the LOS from F to D. Option D would
reduce traffic volume by 13%, which would improve the LOS from F to E.
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[-15 Corridor Utah County to Salt Lake County
Final Environmental Impact Statement and Section 4(f) Evaluation

Table 2-6: Volume and LOS on North/South Roadways - Central Utah County Section

Alternative 1 Alternative 4 Alternative 4 Alternative 4 >_%_hmww__<% .
Lessiian (No-Build) Option A Option B Option C (Preferred)
vehicles/ LOS vehicles/ LOS vehicles/ LOS vehicles/ LOS vehicles/ LOS

day day day day day
Geneva Road
Orem 1600 N to Orem Center St 27,000 C 20,000 C 21,000 C 21,000 C 22,000 C
Orem Center St to University Pkwy 46,000 C 34,000 C 40,000 C 35,000 C 42,000 C
University Pkwy to Provo Center St 17,000 D 15,000 C 15,000 C 18,000 E 18,000 E
Orem 1200 West
Orem 1600 N to Orem Center St 14,000 E 12,000 D 13,000 D 12,000 D 13,000 D
Orem Center St to Orem 800 S 17,000 F 6,300 C 15,000 F 6,600 C 15,000 F
Orem 400 West
Orem 800 N to Orem Center St 9,700 D 9,100 D 9,200 D 9,100 D 9,300 D
Orem Center St to Orem 800 S 8,900 D 7,500 C 8,300 D 7,600 C 8,400 D
Orem 800 S to University Parkway 11,000 D 10,000 D 11,000 D 9,900 D 11,000 D
Orem Main Street
Orem 800 S to University Parkway 5,300 C 5,200 C 5,400 C 5,000 C 5,200 C
University Pkwy to Orem 2000 S 8,100 D 11,000 D 11,000 D 7,900 C 8,100 D
Orem 2000 S to Provo 1730 N 7,400 C 15,000 F 15,000 F 7,000 C 7,300 C
State Street
Orem 1600 N to Orem Center St 66,000 F 60,000 E 61,000 E 61,000 E 62,000 F
Orem Center St to University Pkwy 69,000 F 65,000 F 65,000 F 66,000 F 66,000 F
University Pkwy to Provo Center St 59,000 E 56,000 D 56,000 D 59,000 E 59,000 E
University Avenue
University Pkwy to Provo Center St 60,000 E 59,000 E 59,000 E 59,000 E 60,000 E
Provo Center Stto I-15 46,000 C 48,000 C 47,000 C 48,000 C 49,000 C

2-48 June 2008
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[-15 Corridor Utah County to Salt Lake County
Final Environmental Impact Statement and Section 4(f) Evaluation

Table 2-7: Volume and LOS on East/West Roadways - Central Utah County Section — continued

Alternative 1 Alternative 4 Alternative 4 Alternative 4 >_%_MMN”<% 4
Location (No-Build) Option A Option B Option C (Preferred)
<mﬂ_w_mm\ LOS <mﬂ_o_mm\ LOS <mﬂ_o_mm\ LOS <mﬂ_o_mm\ LOS <mﬂ_o_mm\ LOS
y ay ay ay ay
Orem 2000 South
Geneva Rd to Sandhill Rd 5,700 C 6,900 C 6,800 C 5,800 C 5,900 C
Sandhill Rd to Main St 4,100 C 5,800 C 5,100 C 4,200 C 4,200 C
Main St to Columbia Lane 5,800 C 8,800 D 9,000 D 5,800 C 5,900 C
Provo 1740 North / Grandview Lane
Sandhill Rd to Columbia Lane 4,600 C 7,500 C 7,900 C 4,600 C 4,600 C
Columbia Lane to State Street 8,200 D 7,600 C 7,700 C 8,300 D 8,500 D
Provo 820 North
Geneva Rd to Independence 17,000 C 23,000 C 22,000 C 17,000 C 17,000 C
Independence to 500 W 14,000 C 17,000 C 17,000 C 14,000 C 14,000 C
500 W to University Ave 27,000 C 25,000 C 25,000 C 24,000 C 24,000 C
Provo Center Street
Geneva Rd to 900 West 21,000 C 27,000 C 27,000 C 31,000 C 31,000 C
900 West to 500 West 47,000 C 36,000 C 36,000 C 36,000 C 36,000 C
500 W to University Ave 20,000 C 21,000 C 21,000 C 19,000 C 20,000 C
2-50 June 2008

August 2008

78



[-15 Corridor Utah County to Salt Lake County
Final Environmental Impact Statement and Section 4(f) Evaluation

Table 2-8: Volume and LOS - South Utah, North Utah and South Salt Lake County Sections

Alternative 1 (No Build) Alternative 4 (Preferred)
: Daily Volumes
Roadway Segment Dailv Vol
(vet?ilc):eso ZTS; ) LOS (vehicles per day) LOS
P y (change relative to Alternative 1)

State Street

SR 77 to Provo 1860 South 23,000 C 22,000 (-4%) C

US6to SR77 19,000 E 18,000 (-6%) E
State Street

Orem 1600 North to SR 74 48,000 C 42,000 (-13%) C
Geneva Road .

Orem 1600 North to State Street 23,000 C 20,000 (-13%) c
SR 74 .

State Street to SR 92 26,000 C 26,000 (0%) C
Redwood Road

0,

SR 73 to County Line 10,000 B 8,000 (-21%) B
Proposed Mountain View Corridor .

SR 73 to County Line 78,000 C 75,000 (-4%) c
Redwood Road .

County Line to Bangerter Highway 20,000 C 15,000 (-25%) c
Proposed Mountain View Corridor .

County Line to 13400 South 78,000 C 68,000 (-13%) C

25.1 Summary of Transportation System Impacts

Several of the north/south roads would have substantial changes in traffic volumes and level-of-service between
Alternative 1 and Alternative 4. These are Geneva Road, Orem 1200 West, Orem Main Street and State Street. For
each road, traffic volumes are generated from the most recent MAG model (6.0). However, individual studies of
particular corridors may need to modify the model to better suit local conditions. For that reason, volumes may differ
between studies of differing scales. Those studies should be consulted for their own traffic volumes.

Geneva Road: Between Provo Center Street and University Parkway, volumes under Options A and B would be
15,000 vehicles per day. Under Options C and D (Preferred), the volume would be 18,000 vehicles per day and
Geneva Road would operate at LOS E.

Orem 1200 West: Between Orem 800 South and Orem Center Street , 1200 West would see about a 60% decrease
in traffic volume under Options A and C (with the Orem 800 South Interchange) and an improved LOS from F to
C. Options B and D (Preferred) would reduce traffic volume by 12%; however, the LOS would remain at F.
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153 North 100 East « F.C\ Box 256 + Lehi, Utah 84043 - 1895
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Plonasrs Padt and Proannp

July 22, 2008

~Carlos Machado, MBA
Federal Highway Adnpinistration
2520 West 4700 South, Suite 0A
Salt Lake City, Utah 84118

Dear Mr. Machado: . | ' o o .

Upon review of the I- 15 Final Environmental Impact Statement (“FEIS™), the Mayor and Counetl of
Lehi City would like to submit the following comments, Many of our comnments are a reiteration of,
or similaz to, the cominents we submitted on the Draft Environmental lmpact Statement (“DEIS”)
last January. S ‘ ‘ S A

We recognize that wilh the reconstruction of I-15 there is an oppottunity to improve access and
mobility acrdss the frgeway at various locations in ouf comtunity. While we are supportive of
Alternative 4 of the FIHIS (I-15 Widening and Reconstruction, plus CRT), the foliowing itéms and
changes to the 1-15 FEIS document are critical to our community as they relate t¢ future

teconstruction and imj rovements of I-15;

L. Anew [-15 crossing (over or under) needs to be constructed at 2300 West. This will allow 2300
West to continue |hottl of I-15 and gonnect to 5200 North and eventually S8R-92 and will
facilitate north south movement in the area without chanpeling traffic through the SR-92 or 1200

- West freeway intgrchanges. - This I-15 crossing is shown on the curtent Lehi City Master -
Transportation Plah. The 2300 West crossing originated from the JTanuary 2007 Transportation
Summit that was Jeld at MAG, MAG also shows this 2300 West crossing on their current
Regional Transporiation Plan, '

2. Both the Utah Coul ty teail master plan and Lehi City’s trail plan indicate 4 trail crossing of -15
to connect the Mﬂ(l dock Canal Trail to the Jordan River Parkway somewhere near the SR-92
interchange (fina] {Lcation has not been determined). The 2300 West crossing discussed in the

comment above nefds to be designed such that it dccommaodates this trajl connection in addition
. to the road ROW,

3. The DEIS shows tht construction of'a new interchange in north Lehi, north of the existing SR-92
interchange, We 5leport an interchange in this vicinity. but believe this new interchange will
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function best at 4800 Notth, with an additional separate 1inderpass at the Frank Ghery project
site, This will allow better spacing between the existiig SR-92 interchange and the new
inferchange. Thig new underpass will be needed to support local traffic between the Traverse
Mountain & Frank Ghery projects and the west side of the freeway and also to provide Tor a trail -
connection from the Murdock Canal Trail and Historic Southern Rail Trail to the Jordan River:
Parkway. It is crutial therefore, that the new interchange be shown at the 4800 North location,
and that a new unl L.ierpass be added at the Frank Ghery project site.

4, The following existing I-15 crossings need to be 'widenéd/e'xpa.hded as follows as per the cﬁrr’e'n't
adopted Lehi City Master Transportation Plan: . '

a. 600 East Jverpass-m;‘eds‘tb be widened to accommaodete our master planned toad size for
_600 East of 44 feet of asphalt with 6 foot sidewalks. ‘ '

b. 100 East ndetpass needs to be widened ty accommodaté our master planned road size
for 100 Edst of 38 feet of asphalt and 62 foot overall ROW width, . -

c. 300 West linderpass needs to be widened to dccommodate our master planned road size -
for 300 Wst of 43 feet of asphalt and 70 foot overall ROW ‘width.

5. Lehi City and MAG are planning for a regional trail (Historic Southern Rail Trail) along the rail
corridor owned by UTA. This 10, foot wide asphalt trail is currently being planned from the
Lehi/American Fapk boundary to thé point of the mountain where it will continue notth into Salt
Lake County.’ A study is currently under way for the environmental and preliminary design of
thiis trail. Tn orderto accommodate this 10 foot wide trail, the éxisting I-13 underpass at US-89
heeds to be widerled. This trail also needs to be considéred with thé widening of 1-15 and
recotistruction of the east frontage road at the point of the mountain to allow a safe trail corridor,

6. The EIS shows thige alterniatives (A, B, and C) for the American Fork Main Street interchange
and the assoctated|East West Connector (Pioneer Crossing Boulevard). ‘Lehi City has recently
held discussions with the East West Connector tearn about a new non-at grade ¢rossing design
for 850 East, whete the East West Connector and 850 East infersect at the railroad tracks: We
are highly supportive of this new non-at grade crossing design of 850 East. If this new design is
incorporated into the EW Connector project, we siupport either option A or C in the I-15 FEIS,
Without the non-af grade crossing, it rémains our opinion that option B is the best option (this:
option shows'the Bast-West Connector Road extending straight east into American Fork on 200

South and connecting into a SPUT with the cotnbined railroad overpass structure adjacent torthe
SPU). | - |

7. The following i'tean need to be addressed with regard to the proposed 2100 North interchange
improvements: ;

a. There needs to be a direct conncétign from soutlt bound [-15 to US-89 (State Street) to
alleviate trafffic congestion and back-up onto the freeway. Currently at this interchange,
the major tfaffic demand is from southbound I-135 traffic ag it exits on the 2100 North
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in,terchan%r and continues south mto Lebi on US-89. The current design in the FEIS
would reqjiire a right hand turm, weaving across 2100 North, and then 2 left hand tum 1o
get to US-B9, which is not acceptable

b. We have several concerns with the praposed realigned frontage road on the north east

: side of the|interchange. The proposed FEIS design shows the realigned frontage road

with offsel intersections at both 2100 North, which is a collector class road and 1200
West, which is an arterml class road. These offset alignments do not meet City

standards. : '

o

900 West Will end up on dn extremely long dead end road. This resulting dead end or
cul-de-sac far exceeds the City’s standard for maximurh cul-de-sac length of 400 feet.

This issue{must be resolved so that basic safety and acdess standards are met. No
discussionfabout this réalignment has been held between the City and UDOT. This issue
was overlavked by the City in the-draft EIS docurrient, but had the City been awarc of
what was rmposcd we would hav» made Vommcnts at an earlier date.

By 1‘éa[ignf:1g the frontage road, all of the propernes along 2160 North that are west of |

Thank you for allowing us an 0pportumty to comment on the draft 1-15 EIS Study. We recogmze the
- significance and need| for the widening and other improvements that are planned for the I-15
corridor, and appreciate the efforts of the 115 EIS team to riove this project forward.

Sincerely,

- Mayb-r' jowar

cc: Merrell J'ol]e:y'J Project Manager
UDOT Region|Three Headquarters .
658 Notth 1500 West
Oremm, Utah 84 D57
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BLUFFDALE CITY
14175 SOUTH REDWOOD ROAD »  BLUFFDALE, UTAH 84065 + (801) 254-2200

Carlos Machado

Federal Highway Adminmstration, Utah Division
2520 West 4700 South, Suite 9A

Salt Lake City, UT 84118

Dear Mr. Machado,

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the Final Environmental Impact Statement
(FEIS) for the I-15 project. Bluffdale City appreciates the efforts made to accommodate
our comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). Our main concern
with the DEIS was the lack of a crossing for the county trail system into Draper
(Bonneville Shoreline Trail).

We have noted the addition of a trail crossing under I-15. While this change is certainly
an improvement over the DEIS, which provided no crossing, the location shown is well
south of where we have historically planned for the trail connection. For some time, we
have been planning on the trail heading west along 14600 South until it reaches
approximately 650 West and then head south through a development that has received
plat approval for the first phase containing the trail. As such, in order to facilitate the
crossing shown on the FEIS, there will need to be land acquisitions or easements
obtained that the City has not been preparing to pursue. Had the trail come along 14600
South to the planned location at 650 West, the Right-of-Way has already been secured.
Because of this, Bluffdale City requests that a crossing be maintained on FEIS, but that it
occurs closer to 14600 South to utilize the existing trail accommodations.

Again, the City appreciates all efforts made to date on this project and is eager to see the
improvements to I-15 and especially the 14600 South exit. To discuss this matter further,
please call me at 254-2200.

Sincerely,

Vaughn Picketl, Esqg.
Community Development Director

RECEIVED
AUG ¢ 1 2008
EHWA Uitan Division
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Uibe o ...vbb
Ref: 8EPR-N

Walter C. Waidelich, Division Administrator
Federal Highway Administration

2520 West 4700 South

Suite 9A

Salt Lake City, UT 84118

John Njerd, Executive Director
Utah Department of Transportation
4105 South 2700 West

Salt Lake City, UT 84119

Re: Comments on I-15 Corridor Utah County to
Salt Lake County, Final Environmental Impact
Statement (FEIS): CEQ# 2008024

Dear Messrs: Waidelich and Njord:

In accordance with our responsibilities under the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) 42 U.S.C. Section 4231 et. seq., and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, 42 U.S.C.
Section 7609, the U.S, Environmental Protection Agency Region 8 (EPA) has reviewed the I-15
Corridor Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS). The proposed action includes
improvements to approximately 43 miles of Interstate 15 in Utah and Salt Lake Counties. The
project’s southern terminus is the South Payson-I-15 interchange, Exit 248, in the City of Payson;
its northern terminus is the 12300 South I-15 interchange, Exit 291, in the City of Draper. The
purpose of this project is to address the anticipated north-south mobility needs within the new
[-15 corridor through the year 2030. The Preferred Alternative includes the following:
* Reconstruction of I-15, including addition of general-purpose lanes to 1-15
» Extension of express lanes to US-6 in Spanish Fork

Reconstruction of existing interchanges

Construction of Option C at the American Fork main Street Interchange

Construction of Option D in the Provo/Qrem area

Construction of a new interchange at North Lehi

Improvements 10 bridges that cross the roadway

Improvements to connecting arterial streets

* € © ¢ »
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+ Construction of structures to accommodate new undercrossing at Provo 500 West and
Orem 1200 North

EPA believes that the Preferred Alternative arguably represents the Least
Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative (LEDPA), and has the least impacts to
wetlands according to acreage and will reduce wetland impacts by 30% over other alternatives.
The highest number of acres of wetland impacts within the Provo/Orem segment resulted from
the frontage roads which were eliminated in the Preferred Alternative. However, we have
concerns that the Preferred Alternative has greater impacts to higher quality wetlands, especially
in American Fork, despite having the lowest total acreage of impacts. The American Fork Main
Street Interchange area contains proportionally more Category 2 wetlands than the rest of the
study area and the preferred American Forks Main Street Option C impacts 0.8 acres more of
Category 2 wetlands than Option A, which has simijar total acreage impacts.

EPA has concerns with the Mobile Air Source Toxic (MSATS) language in the FEIS.
EPA and FHEWA have been negotiating language on MSATS for some time. We have not yet
reached consensus regarding language both agencies agree on for inclusion in EISs. We also
note that the draft transportation conformity determination has not been completed for this
project. EPA requests a copy of the draft conformity determination prior to issuance of the
Record of Decision for our review. Regarding air quality mitigation, we note that the final
document lacks specificity regarding construction impacts and mitigation measures. The Best
Management Practices (BMPs) for this project should include measures that would reduce
particulate emissions from both construction diesels and fugitive dust.

Finally, we commend FHWA and UDOT on disclosure of carbon dioxide emission
estimates for the Baseline, No-Build and Preferred Alternative scenarios. The Regional
emissions estimates from project-influenced roads indicate a significant increase in carbon
dioxide ernissions between the Baseline and Preferred Alternative (approximately 478,000 tons
per year). Please explain why this increase is not consistent ‘with estimates contained in the
Mountain View Corridor EIS which indicate that the State’s carbon dioxide emissions from
highways are estimated to decrease by 6% during the same timeframe. '
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EPA appreciates the opportunity to review this project. We also acknowledge the
complexities in designing a highway such as this one in a manner that meets the purpose and
need, considers and mitigates environmental impacts and atlempts to meet the needs of the local
communities,

If you have any questions or would like to diséuss our comments, please contact me at
(303) 312-6004 or Robin Coursen of my staff at (303)312-6695,

Sincerely,

/ X
. /_\{/f/ %" o Vd
. \ Ty :\/.":7—,*/./?""-".‘/%7."“‘4;_.
H Ve ’ -; i
“~Larry Svoboda
Director, NEPA Program
Office of Ecosystems Protection and Remediation

I A

Ce: Greg Punske, FHWA (cmail) and signed copy
Ed Woolford, FHWA (email)
Carlos Machado, FHWA
Merrell Jolley, UDQT
Betsy Herrmann, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (email)
Jason Gipson, U.S. Army Corps of Engineer (cmail)

@Pﬁmed on Recycled Paper
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[-15 Corridor Utah County to Salt Lake County
Record of Decision

EXHIBITD

Central Utah Water Conservancy District’'s Comment on the DEIS;
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Comments on Functional Assessment;
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Concurrence Letter

87 August 2008





